used in organization studies. When the literature is regarded in this way, we see that the culture concept is highly suggestive and promising for many different ends that researchers pursue.
UNDERLYING ASSUMPTIONS AND METAPHORS
Several authors have addressed themselves to clarifying the range of assumptions that organization theorists bring to their subject (Ritzer, 1975; Burrell and Morgan, 1979; Morgan and Smircich, 1980 ; Van de Ven and Astley, 1981) . In large measure, these authors agree that work in organization theory can be characterized by a range of assumptions about the ontological status of social reality -the objective-subjective questionand a range of assumptions about human nature -the determinist-voluntarist question. Researchers who maintain different positions on these questions approach the subject of organization in fundamentally different ways. Despite these basic differences, however, some have argued that all scientists create knowledge about the world through the drawing out of implications of different metaphoric insights fortheir subject of study (Pepper, 1942; Kaplan, 1964; Brown, 1977; Morgan, 1980) . Others point out that the metaphoric process, seeing one thing in terms of another, is a fundamental aspect of human thought; it is how we come to know our world (Lakoff and Johnson, 1980). Perception and knowing are linked in an interpretive process that is metaphorically structured, allowing us to understand one domain of experience in terms of another (Koch and Deetz, 1981) .
Throughout the development of administrative theory and practice, organization theorists and managers alike have used a variety of metaphors, or images, to bound, frame, and differentiate that category of experience referred to as (an) "organization." The metaphors of machine and organism have been used most frequently to facilitate understanding and communication about the complex phenomenon of organization (Pondy and Mitroff, 1979; Morgan, 1980; Koch and Deetz, 1981) . For example, mechanical imagery undergirds the view of organizations as instruments for task accomplishment, consisting of multiple parts to be designed and meshed into fine-tuned efficiency. Such a conception of organizational experience can be found in one department head's desire to "have this department running smoothly like a well-oiled machine." Another widely elaborated conception is that of an organization as an organism. This notion underlies systems theory as applied to organizations (Trist and Bamforth, 1951; Burns and Stalker, 1961; Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967), where organizations are conceived as struggling for survival within a changing environment. Organizations are studied in terms of the way they manage interdependencies and exchanges across system boundaries.
Although metaphors from the physical world -organism and machine-are historically dominant, other metaphors, that are social, have also been used to elaborate aspects of organization (Morgan, 1980) . For instance, we know that organizations are "theaters" for performance of roles, dramas, and scripts (Goffman, 1959; Mangham and Overington, 1983) and that organizations are "political arenas" oriented around the pursuit and display of power (Crozier, 1964; Pfeffer, 1981) . Each of these metaphoric images focuses attention in selective ways
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Concepts of Culture and provides slightly different ways of knowing the phenomenon of organization (Morgan, 1980) . The use of a particular metaphor is often not a conscious choice, nor made explicit, but can be inferred from the way the subject of organization is approached, by discerning the underlying assumptions that are made about the subject. (1982) have cautioned organization scholars against the borrowing and unconsidered use of metaphors from other disciplines. Their concern is that, in so doing, organization scholars will be drawn far afield from that domain of experience they seek to know. To the extent that their argument can be read as a reminder for scholars to stay grounded in the experience of organization, it is well directed. To the extent that it seeks to discourage metaphorical thinking, it is misplaced. In fact, the term organization itself is a metaphor referring to the experience of collective coordination and orderliness. Meadows (1967: 82) has argued that organization theory is always rooted in the imagery of order and asserts that "the development of theories of organization is a history of the metaphor of orderliness."
Recently Pinder and Bourgeois
Organization is a function of the problem of order and orderliness; similarly, conceptualizations of social organization have been a function of the conceptualizations of the problem of order and orderliness. Very early in human experience, order seems to have been a kind of inescapable and irretrievable empirical fact. The sun rises and sets; people are born and they die; the seasons come and go; and there is the procession of the stars. The spatial patterning and temporality of man's experience established an imagery of order, forming a backdrop to the drama of cosmos arising out of chaos. In the slow, incremental achievement of a substantial scientific stance with respect to the universe, there had been built into man's semiotic of experience and into his traditional pieties the unquestionable assumption that this is an orderly universe. (Meadows, 1967: 78) Given the metaphorical nature of human knowledge, the suggestion that we in organization theory avoid metaphor misdirects our cautionary efforts. Rather than avoid metaphor, what we can aim for is critical examination of the ways in which our thinking is shaped and constrained by our choice of metaphors. This paper and this special issue are in line with that aim.
If, following Meadows, we see organization theory as dominated by the concern for the problem of social order, the current interest in the concept of culture is no surprise. In anthropology, culture is the foundational term through which the orderliness and patterning of much of our life experience is explained (Benedict, 1934). The same argument Meadows made about organization theory can be made about cultural anthropology. It, too, is inquiry into the phenomenon of social order. What we are seeing with the linking of culture and organization is the intersection of two sets of images of order: those associated with organization and those associated with culture.
The intersection of organization theory and culture theory is manifest in several "thematic" or content areas that are of interest to organization and management scholars, as shown in Figure 1 . Different conceptions of organization and culture underlie research in these content areas: comparative management, corporate culture, organizational cognition, organizational symbolism, and unconscious processes and organiza-tion.1 The variation in the ways the concept of culture is used by researchers interested in these different content areas can be traced directly to their different ways of conceiving "organization" and "culture." Their inquiry is guided by different metaphors and seeks different ends. (Pfeffer, 1981; Meyer, 1981) . Consistent with the systems theory framework, this research conceives of an organization as existing in a largely determinant relationship with its environment. The environment presents imperatives for behavior that managers may enact in their organizations through symbolic means (Pfeffer, 1981) . The implication is that the symbolic or cultural dimension in some way contributes to the overall systemic balance and effectiveness of an organization. Several recent books argue that organizations with "strong" cultures are indeed apt to be more successful (Deal and Kennedy, 1982; Peters and Waterman, 1982). Recently, however, research efforts not explicitly concerned with planned change projects have focused on the normative and symbolic aspects of organizations. This stream of research acknowledges that subjective interpretive processes that may influence adaptability occur in organized settings, and it seeks to describe and predict the ways they are related to other outcomes such as turnover, absenteeism, and commitment. This research has investigated a variety of dimensions of organizational culture. For example, Schall (1981) Salmans, 1983 ). The belief is that firms that have internal cultures supportive of their strategies are more likely to be successful. Research and popular books tend to emphasize that symbolic devices can be used to mobilize and channel the energies of organization members. The task awaiting individual managers is to find ways to use stories, legends, and other forms of symbolism in their unique situations, for their own particular ends (Peters, 1978) . Managers will have plenty of assistance in this endeavor, because the marketing of "corporate culture" is already underway (Salmans, 1983 ).
Overall, the research agenda arising from the view that culture is an organizational variable is how to mold and shape internal culture in particular ways and how to change culture, consistent with managerial purposes. Some, however, genuinely question whether organization culture is indeed manageable.2 Much of the literature refers toan organization culture, appearing to lose sight of the great likelihood that there are multiple organization subcultures, or even countercultures, competing to define the nature of situations within organizational boundaries. The talk about corporate culture tends to be optimistic, even messianic, about top managers molding cultures to suit their strategic ends. The notion of "corporate culture" runs the risk of being as disappointing a managerial tool as the more technical and quantitative tools that were faddish in the 1970s. Those of a skeptical nature may also question the extent to which the term corporate culture refers to anything more than an ideology cultivated by management for the purpose of control and legitimation of activity.
Despite these questions, the idea of corporate culture arouses a great deal of interest among academics and practitioners. Perhaps because it is such a common-sense term, we all "know" what it means without much explanation (precisely why organization scholars should be cautious in using it). For academics, culture provides a conceptual bridge between micro and macro levels of analysis, as well as a bridge between organizational behavior and strategic management interests. Both assume that the social world expresses itself in terms of general and contingent relationships among its more stable and clear-cut elements, referred to as "variables" (Morgan and Smircich, 1980) . Both approaches share the conception of organizations as organisms, existing within an environment that presents imperatives forbehavior. In the first case, "culture" is part of the environment and is seen as a determining or imprinting force. In the second case, organizational culture is seen as a result of human enactment. In both approaches organizations and cultures are to be known through the study of patterns of relationships across and within boundaries. The desired outcomes of research into these patterns are statements of contingent relationships that will have applicability for those trying to manage organizations. Underlying the interests in comparative management and corporate culture is the search for predictable means for organizational control and improved means for organization management. Because both of these research approaches have these basic purposes, the issue of causality is of critical importance. (1979) is an excellent example of how the rules-theory perspective may be used for analyzing and evaluating organizations.-They consider an organization as analogous to a culture, a particular structure of knowledge for knowing and acting. They propose that an organization culture may be represented as a "master contract" that includes the organization's self-image, as well as constitutive and regulative rules that organize beliefs and actions in light of the image. They assume that the master contract has developed out of ongoing interpersonal interaction and that it provides the context for further interaction. Their methodology examines the master contract/self-image and the degree of consensus on its constructs, assesses co-orientation (the extent to which members perceive others' construction of the organizational image accurately, so that they know how their behavior "counts" with others), and measures coordination (the extent to which mem- Their cognitive emphasis leads them to view organizations as networks of subjective meanings or shared frames of reference that organization members share to varying degrees and which, to an external observer, appear to function in a rule-like, or grammar-like manner. Some of these research efforts document how organization members conceive of themselves as a collectivity. They are also often diagnostic, in that they assess the extent to which there is a shared basis for action or grounds for conflict. For example, in their consulting work, Littererand Young (1981) treat organizations as ideational systems. They identify three ideational patterns or paradigms -the entrepreneurial, the scientific, and the humanistic -which they suggest are common in American organizations. Their intervention approach is concerned with developing "managerial reflective skills," the ability of managers to examine, critique, and change their social ideational system, in a sense, to change paradigms.
CULTURE AS

The work of Harris and Cronen
The cognitive orientation to culture and organization is unified by these theorists' attention to the epistemological basis of social action, as well as by their search for a "grammar" to explain its patterning (e.g., Ritti, 1982; Shrivastava and Mitroff, 1982) . A common underlying assumption of this work is that thought is linked to action. The major practical consequence of conceiving of organizations as socially sustained cognitive enterprises is the emphasis on mind and thought. Organization members are seen as thinking as well as behaving. This is hardly a startling view, and yet much organization research ignores the place of the human mind (Pondy and Boje, 1975 Maanen (1973,1977) . More specifically, Van Maanen was concerned with how people decipher organizations so that they can behave appropriately. This interest led him to focus on the process through which neophytes, in this case, police academy graduates, learned the meaning system maintained by their occupational group.
The focus of this form of organizational analysis is on how individuals interpret and understand their experience and how these interpretations and understandings relate to action. With this orientation, the very concept of organization is problematic, for the researcher seeks to examine the basic processes by which groups of people come to share interpretations and meanings for experience that allow the possibility of organized activity. The research agenda here is to document the creation and maintenance of organization through symbolic action.
By having this focus of interest, symbolic organization theorists have much in common with organizational leaders. Theorist and practitioner alike are concerned with such practical matters as how to create and maintain a sense of organization, and how to achieve common interpretations of situations so that coordinated action is possible. Some research work derived from this perspective in fact, offers the view that leadership can best be understood as the management of meaning and the shaping of interpretations (Peters, 1978; Smircich and Morgan, 1982) .
Structural and Psychodynamic Perspectives
Culture may also be regarded as the expression of unconscious psychological processes. This view of culture forms the foundation of the structural anthropology of Levi-Strauss. It is also present in the work of organization theorists who are developing psychodynamic approaches to organizational analysis (e.g., Gemmill, 1982; Mitroff, 1982; McSwain and White, 1982; Walter, 1982) . From this point of view, organizational forms and practices are understood as projections of unconscious processes and are analyzed with reference to the dynamic interplay between out-of-awareness processes and their conscious manifestation.
The structuralism of Levi-Strauss has had little development in organization theory. It assumes that the human mind has built-in constraints by which it structures psychic and physical content. Since we are unaware of this set of constraints or structures, they can be labeled the "unconscious infrastructure" (Rossi, 1974: 16-18) . Culture displays the workings of the unconscious infrastructure; it reveals the form of the unconscious. From this perspective, the purpose of the study of culture is to reveal the hidden, universal dimensions of the human mind. The task of structural analysis is "to discover an order of relations that turns a set of bits, which have limited significance of their own, into an intelligible whole. This order may be termed 'the structure' "(Turner, 1977: 101).
According to Levi-Strauss, the 'structures' solve problems. The "structures" that Levi-Strauss discusses typically solve "problems," problems with symbols, ideas or categories, problems with the application of these symbols, ideas and categories in the social world, and problems with the implications of the applications. The problem that kinship structures "solve," according to Levi-Strauss, is the problem of assuming that women "circulate" intergenerationally through the society. The solutions are arrangements of kinship categories and rules. The patterns that concern Levi-Strauss are patterns in variations between these arrangements. (Turner, 1977: 117) If this approach to culture were applied to the study of organizations we could ask, What problems are solved by such persistent patterns in organizational arrangement as hierarchy? What do the patterns of organization reveal about the human mind?
From this perspective most organizational analysis would be criticized for being too limited in scope. Organizational research tends to deal only with the surface level "bits" that are, in fact, elements of the conscious models shared by organization participants and analysts. For example, the "formal structure" of the organization can be seen as an indigenous theory-a set of norms or rules that participants and researchers use to explain behavior in certain contexts (Turner, 1977) . Behavior is explained, rationalized, and legitimized in terms of the formal organization structure. But formal structure is a myth.
Consider the parallel with the structural anthropologist who studies a primitive society. He or she would not be content to understand the significance of the members' behavior solely in the terms by which they make it accountable to themselves, the "native-view" perspective. To do so is to rely too heavily on the conscious attitude (McSwain and White, 1982) and rationalism (Walter, 1982) . Structuralism and the psychodynamic models separate the experience of the phenomena from the underlying reality that gives rise to particular forms of social arrangements (Rossi, 1974) . Thus the organization analyst guided by a structuralist or psychodynamic perspective would need to penetrate beneath the surface level of appearance and experience to uncover the objective foundations of social arrangements.
As of yet there are few organization analysts who are pursuing this task. Turner is one who attempts to apply an explicitly Levi-Strauss-type analysis to complex organizations -in one case, to understanding differences between bureaucratic and industrial arrangements (1977) and, in another case, to diagnosing organizational conflicts (1983). Mitroff (1982) draws on Jung's work on archetypes, rather than on Levi-Strauss' structuralism, yet he too is concerned with discovering structural patterns that link the unconscious human mind with its overt manifestations in social arrangements. McSwain and White (1 982), Gemmill (1 982), and Walter (1 982) aim to understand organizational practices in terms of the transformation of unconscious energy into a variety of forms, e.g., lying, cheating,
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Concepts of Culture stealing, conflict, even the bureaucratic form. The organization theorists working from this psychodynamic perspective and contributing to the development of a transformational organization theory share a concern for reconstituting social science inquiry so that it embraces a more complex vision of human nature, one that integrates unconscious processes with the more obvious conscious processes (White and McSwain, 1983). Basic to this work is the belief in "the existence of a deep underlying structure built into the ordering capacities of the mind, and (the suggestion) that it is in these capacities in which the 'psychic unity of mankind' consists" (Turner, 1983).
CULTURE AS A ROOT METAPHOR: A COMPARISON
The cognitive, symbolic, structural, and psychodynamic perspectives on organization and culture have distinct foci of interest that lead scholars who hold these perspectives to ask different questions and to pursue their research programs in different ways. Some of this work is descriptive and documentary, some aims for social critique and reformation of social arrangements. Underlying these differences, however, is a mode of thoughtthat sets these perspectives apart from those that treat culture as a variable. This mode of thought adopts the idea of culture as an epistemological device to frame the study of organization as social phenomenon. Although there may be different understandings of the specific nature of culture among cognitive, symbolic, structuralist, or psychodynamic theorists, by using culture as a root metaphor, they are all influenced to consider organization as a particular form of human expression. This is distinct from the views derived from the machine and organism metaphors, which encourage theorists to see organizations as purposeful instruments and adaptive mechanisms. The mode of thought that underlies culture as a root metaphor gives the social world much less concrete status. The social world is not assumed to have an objective, independent existence that imposes itself on human beings. Instead, the social or organizational world exists only as a pattern of symbolic relationships and meanings sustained through the continued processes of human interaction. Social action is considered possible because of consensually determined meanings for experience that, to an external observer, may have the appearance of an independent rule-like existence. The focus of attention of researchers here is also on language, symbols, myths, stories, and rituals, as in the culture-asvariable perspective-discussed earlier. However, here these are not taken as cultural artifacts, but instead as generative processes that yield and shape meanings and that are fundamental to the very existence of organization. When culture is a root metaphor, the researcher's attention shifts from concerns about what do organizations accomplish and how may they accomplish it more efficiently, to how is organization accomplished and what does it mean to be organized?
CONCLUSION: TOWARD A CULTURAL ANALYSIS OF ORGANIZATION
In 1979, Pondy and Mitroff advocated that organization theory move "beyond open system models of organization" to a "cultural model" -a model that would be concerned with the higher mental functions of human behavior, such as language and the creation of meaning. Pondy and Mitroff were suggesting that the culture metaphor replace the open systems metaphor as an analytical framework in organization studies. Much of the research summarized in this paper and in this special issue stands as evidence that there is a trend in that direction. It is also apparent that the open systems analogy continues to be a dominant mode of thought in organization studies, but that now the idea of culture has been incorporated and given prominence as an internal variable as well as an environmental variable. Thus, not all of the research work mentioning culture refers to culture as a root metaphor.
Instead, we see that a variety of research agendas flow out of the linkage of different conceptions of culture and organization. These differences are highlighted in the five thematic areas of research representing various intersections of concepts of culture and organization. The insights that emerge from linking the two concepts are a function of the basic conceptions of culture and organization that the researcher brings to the inquiry situation. Thus the significance of culture for organization studies can only be considered against the broader backdrop of basic assumptions and purposes. When we question whether or not "a cultural framework" is a useful one, we need to ask more precisely, "Useful for whom and for what purpose?" By considering together all the research efforts stemming from the linking of culture and organization, the differences in interests and purposes pursued by organization scholars are emphasized. Some researchers give high priority to the principles of prediction, generalizability, causality, and control; while others are concerned by what appear to them to be more fundamental issues of meaning and the processes by which organizational life is possible. Comparative management scholars seek to chart patterns of beliefs and attitudes, as well as managerial practices across countries. Those who research dimensions of corporate culture seek to delineate the ways these dimensions are interrelated and how they influence critical organizational processes and outcomes. Underlying both these areas of inquiry is the desire for statements of contingent relationships that will have applicability for those managing organizations. Cognitive organization theorists, on the other hand, consider organizations as systems of thought. Their interest is in charting the understandings or rules by which organization members achieve coordinated action in order to diagnose and intervene in organized settings. Symbolic organization theorists are concerned with interpreting or deciphering the patterns of symbolic action that create and maintain a sense of organization. They recognize that symbolic modes, such as language, facilitate shared realities, yet these realities are fleeting, always open to reinterpretation and renegotiation. Thus, for them, the very concept of organization is problematic. Organization theorists influenced by structural anthropology or psychodynamics seek to understand the ways in which organization forms and practices manifest unconscious processes. Their aim is to penetrate the surface level of appearance to uncover the workings of unconscious mind. The latter three research interests share a more subjective orientation to the study of organization. They have a common concern for studying the interactional dynamics that bring about organization.
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Concepts of Culture This paper has intended to clarify the differences in the ways the concepts of culture and organization have been linked, to illustrate the accompanying research agendas and to bring to the surface the underlying assumptions and purposes contained in those agendas. Despite the very real differences in research interest and purpose represented here, whether one treats culture as a background factor, an organizational variable, or as metaphor for conceptualizing organization, the idea of culture focuses attention on the expressive, nonrational qualities of the experience of organization. It legitimates attention to the subjective, interpretive aspects of organizational life.
A cultural analysis moves us in the direction of questioning taken-for-granted assumptions, raising issues of context and meaning, and bringing to the surface underlying values. The rational model of organization analysis is largely silent on these matters (Denhardt, 1981) . Although organization scholars have already conducted much research on the values of individual managers, they have devoted much less energyto questioning the values embedded within modern corporate society and to examining the context in which corporate society is meaningful. A cultural mode of analysis encourages us to recognize that both the practice of organizational inquiry and the practice of corporate management are cultural forms, products of a particular sociohistorical context and embodying particular value commitments. In our present day these values are efficiency, orderliness, and even organization itself. Denhardt in In the Shadowof Organization (1981) noted that organization and administration studies tend to take as their task improving organizational efficiency rather than questioning the "ethic of organization" that has come to dominate modern life. Complex organization as a cultural form has enabled us to provide universal education, to eliminate deadly diseases such as polio and smallpox, and to explore outer space. Complex organization as a cultural form also facilitates environmental destruction and the possibility of nuclear annihilation. A cultural framework for analysis encourages us to see that an important role for both those who study and manage organizations is not to celebrate organization as a value, but to question the ends it serves.
Because we are of our own culture, it is difficult for us, researchers and managers alike, to both live in our cultural context and to question it. It is difficult to engage in contextual, reflexive management and research, with the requirement of examination and critique of one's own assumptions and values. It is difficult; but that is what a cultural framework for management and research urges us to do.
